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Ur,  . STATES ERN4ROMMENTAL PROTECT' 	cp4CY •r 	- 

JUN t 2 199.0 

REF: SAH-A 

CERTIFIED VAIL - P06675286 
RETURU RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Joseph C. Fackrell 
Project Manager 
Intermountain Power Proj2ct 
Post Office Box B2 
Sandy, Utah 84070 

Dear f4r. Fackrell: 

5 Off:R.Sff -il 
k DM /91 sTicr E._ Pt 

We have completed final review of your•plication to construct and 
operate a 3,000 megawatt power plant nearL.nndyl, Utah, and hereby ssue 
conditional approval pursuant to U.S. Env onmental Protection Aoency (EPA) 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration SD) of Air quality reoulations, 40 
CFR, Section 52.21 (as amended 43 FR 2r BB). 

The conditional permit shall 	me effective in accordance with 
Artic e IV of the enclosed permit Construction and dperation mav not take 
olace if this permit cr any part herPof is rejected. 

If you have any question please contact Mr. John T. Dale of my staff 
at (303) 237-3763. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosures 

Robert L. Duprey, Director 
Air and Hazardous Materials Division 

co: Ir. John Avalos 
Mr. Zrent C. 2redfor:1, Sureau of Air Quality 

bcc: W. McClave, SRC 
C. Phillips, SE 
K. Tipton, 8S&A 
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1.11411 	'TATES ENV1R0NMENTM. PROTECT1C 	"ESC),  

CONDITIONAL PERMIT TO 
CO;11E;iCE CONSTRUCTION A4D OPERATE 

40 CFR 52.21(i), as amended Oune 19, 1978 (43 FR 25388) 
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality 

Review of New Sources 

Intermountain Power Project 
Four 750 MW Units 

Lynndyl Site 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Intermountain Power Project (hereinafter "the Company") plans to construct 
four 750 (net) megawatt coal fired electric generating units (hereinafter "the 
Source") 11 miles west of Lynndyl, Utah. 

On July 7, 1977, the Company requested from the U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Reoion VIII (hereinafter "EPA"), permission to construct 
the Source at a location near Manksville, Utah, which was called the Salt Wash 
site. The Company was notified on December 8, 1977, that all atmospheric 
diffusion modeling indicated that the Class I sulfur dioxide air quality 
increments would be exceeded in the CaP  itol Reef National Park area. Some of 
the modeling studies also indicated violations of the Class II increments on 
elevated terrain. The Company requested that EPA hold the review in abeyance 
on Janpary 9, 1978. 

\ 
The Company requested. EPA to consider the Lynndyl gite for the power plant on 
August 7, 1178. Additional information was submitted regarding the Lynndyi 
site on October 2, 1973. A contractor, PEDCo Environmental, Inc., waS 
selected by EPA to help with the best available control technology (ACT) 
review and requested same clarifying information about the plant on April 30, 
1979. The Company provided this information on August 17, 1579. A public 
hearing was held in Salt Lake City on January 10, 1980. Public comments were 
requested during the periods of December 13 through January 17 and March 27 
through April 17 0  1980. 

A partial listing of information considered by EPA in its review is contained 
in appendix I. A summary of written comments appears in appendix II. 

FINDINGS, 

On the basis of information in the administrative rocord (see appendix I for 
partial listing), PA has determined that: 

(1) Ttle Company, through anplicati•n of 5ACT as defined in 40 CFR, 
Section 52,21(b)(10), will limit emissions,from the four units 
'as set fcrth in III e.elow: 
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(2) The Intermountain Power Project emissions will not cause ex-
ceedences of applicable air quality increments; 

Violations of the national ambient air quality standards will 
net be caused or exacerbaied by the facility; 

(4) EPA has good reason to believe that the Company can comply 
with the conditions of this permit. However, in the issuance 
of this permit, EPA does not assume any risk of loss which may 
occur as a result of the commencement of construction and 
operation by the Company, if conditions of this permit are not 
met by the Company. 

III. CONDITIONAL PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE 

On the basis of the findings set forth in II above, and pursuant to the 
authority (s delegated by the Administrator) of 40 CFR 52.21(0(2), EPA 
hereby grants conditignal approval for the Intermountain Power Project to 
commence construction and operation of four 750 MW coal fired electric gen-
erating units. This approval is expressly conditioned as follows: 

(I) Each unit shall not cause to be discharged Into the atmosphere 
sulfur dioxide at a rate exceeding: 

(a) 0.150 pounds per million Btu heat input as averaged over 30 
successive boiler operating days, and 

(b) 10 percent of the potential combustion concentration 
(90 percent reduction) as averaged over 30 successive boiler 
operating days. 

(c) Compliance with the emission limitations of this condition 
shall be based solely on data from the Continuous Emission . 
Monitors (CEM) as provided for in condition 4 and appendix III 
of this permit. Compliance with the percent reduction 
requirements of (1)(b) may be based on a combination of CEM and 
fuel analysis data as provided for in 40 CFR 60, appendix A, 
method la in place of CEM's at the inlet and cutlet of the 
sulfur control device. 

(2) Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere 
particulate matter at a rate exceeding: 

(a) 0.020 pounds per million Btu heat input, as averaged over 8 
hours (minimum) of reference method testing, and 

(b) Opacity of 20 percent, as averaged over each separate 6-minute 
period, except for one 5-minute period per hour of not mere 
than 27 percent opacity. 

(3) 

I P10003646 
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(c) Compliance with part (a) of this condition shall be as provided 
for in 40 CFR 60, appendix A, method 5. Four (4) 2-hour runs 
shall be conducted as provided for in 60.8 of appendix III. 
COmpliance with Part (b) shall be as prcvided for in 40 CFR 60, 
appendix A, method 2 and data from CEM under condition (4) and 
appendix III of this permit. 

(3) Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere 
nitrogen oxides, expressed as NO2, at a rate exceeding 0.50 
pounds per millicn 8tu heat input based on a 30.day rolling 
average. Ccmpliance with this emission limit shall be based solely 
on CEM data as provided for in condition (4) and appendix III of 
this permit. 

(4) A continuous monitoring system for measuring opacity, optical 
density, sulfur dioxitle, nitrogen oxides, end diluent shall be 
installed, calibrated, maintained, and operated by the owner or 
operator. Procedures to be followed for (1) testing, menitoring, 
and reporting of excess emissions of particulates, opacity, sulfur 
dioxide, and nitrogen oxides, and for (2) the purposes of demon-
strating compliance with the emission limitations of conditions (1), 
(2), and (2) are specified in the applicable soctions of 40 CFR 
60.7, 50.8, 60.11, 50.13, subpart Oa, and Reference Methods Perform-
ance Specification Nos. 1, 2, and 3, of 40 CFR Part riO, appendices A 
and 2, as N. amended by appendix III of this permit, and 414t41-44- 
incorporated as a part of this conditiop by reference. Production-
weighted values referred to in appendix/III are not applicable to 
this permit. 

A quality control program for the continuous monitoring system must 
be developed and implemented. As a minimum, the auality control 
program must have written procedures for'each of the following • 
activities: 

(a) Installetion of CEM's 

(b) Calibration of CEM's 

(c) Zero and calibration checks end adjustments for CEM's 

(d) Preventive maintenance for CEM's (including parts inventory) 

(e) Data recording and reportine 

(f) Program of corrective action for inoperable CEN's 

.(g) Annual evaluation of CEM system 

The quality control program must be described in detail, suitably 
documented, and approved by EPA Region VIII's Quality -Assurance 
Office. 	• 

IP10_003647 
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( 5 ) 	(a) The Ccmpany shall submit to EPA all plans which relate to the 
design, engineerino, and operation for the Source's particu- . 
late, MO x  and 502 control systems. The information shall 
include, et a minimum, a description of the system's operation, 
major design parameters, and efficiency or emission rate quar e  
antees. Such information should, in addition, he accompanied .  
by at least one complete unpriced copy of the contrapt the 	e, 
Company plans to accept for the purchase or construction of.the 
systems. This information will be submitted within 30 days 	' 
after receipt of the executed contract by the Company. . 

Should EPA, in itS discretion, determine that the Cempany's 
final plans contain insufficient information to permit an 
independent evaluation of this system, it shall so notify the 
Company eithin 30 days after receiving the plans. Tee Cempany 
shall heve 20 days thereafter to submit further design, engi-• 
neering, and operating data. If, after reviewing. these further 
data, EPA determines that there still is insufficient informa-. 
tion or determines that the system will not enable the Company 
to meet and eemonstrate compliance with the emission limits and. 
conditions set forth in this permit, the EPA and the Company-
may

. 
 meet within 50 days of this determination to discuss alter-

native control options. Pursuant to these discussions, EPA and 
the Company may determine a schedule for development and sub-
mittal of information on additional and/or modified control . 
systems which will enable compliance with the emissions limits 
and conditions set forth in this permit. Zee shall review this 
additional information to deteeMine/Whether the revised system 
will enable the Compeny to meet and demonstrate compliance with 
the emission limits and conditions set forth in this petmit. 
If, after reviewing this further information, EPA determines 
that the additional and/or modified control system will not 
enable cempliance with the emission limits and conditions set 
forth in this permit, than ehis permit to construct and operate 
may, upon notification of .  the Company, tee denied ae initio. 
Failure by EPA to take such action shall not,.howevitti-
tuta an endorsement of the methods chosen by the Company to 
reduce air emissions: nor shall such failure guarantee that 
these methods will, in fact, enable the Company to meet the 
condition of this permit. Any determination that the inform-. 
tion submitted is insufficient or that the proposee control 
system will not enable compliance shall be accompanied by a 
eritttn statement of reasons, ieentifying the criteria applied 
and the factors considered. Onsite construction of any major 
equipment shall not commence before the control equipment 
design has eeen evaluated and approved by EPA. 

No coal shall be burned which is incempatitle with the 
Company's control equipment design. Coal quality data shall be 
submitted within 30 days after it becomes available and shall 
include variations in quality as well as average data. This 
coal quality data shall includo the following: 

IP10_003648 



07/07/99 WED 13:14 FAX 1435 864 6670 4007 

(i) Mine locations 

(ii) Quantity of coal expected from each location 

(iii) How the coal will be mined, handled, and shipped 

(iv) Date base used to calculate average and worst case coal 
quality 

(V) 	Worst case coal quality that thuld be delivered over a 
30-day period 

(vi) Haw any blending of the coal will naturally or inten-
tionally occur if applicable) 

(vii) Contract guarantees for each coal supply 	
. 

(viii)How non-specification coal will be stored, handled, and 
blended (if applicable) 

(ix) Coal quality values shall include Stu value, sulfur 
content, ash content, and moisture content 	e 

(6) Dust control on unpaved roads shall be accomplished by the applica- 
tion of chemical stabilizing agents supplemented with water. The 
water and chemicals shall be added at a'rate and frequency to mini- 
mize visible emissions when vehicles are using the roads. Records 
will be kept on the type, amount, and frequency that the chemicals 
are applied. 

The emission control equipment presented in the application for 
handling the coal, lime,'and ash shall be utilized. Records will he 
kept of the type of wet suppression used and the rate of application. 

This authority to construct and operate the Source does. not relieve 
the Applicant of the obligation to comply eith all other applicable 
federal, state or local regulations. 

The Company shall prepare an air quality monitcrine plan that will 
determine the impact ef Source emissions on air quality. The Utah 
State Division of Health (Bureau of Air Quality) shall approve the 
site locations, instrumentation, duration of data collection, and 
determine if the plan should be implemented.. All air quality moni-
toring must conform to the requirements of 40 CFR part 58. As part 
of the air quality monitoring program, a quality control program 
must be developed and implemented and consist of policies, proce-
dures, specifications, standards and documentation necessary to: 

(a) Meet the monitoring objectives and quality assurance require-
ments of th,  permit granting c:uthority, 

I P10003649 
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(b) Minimize loss of air quality data due to malfunctions or 
out-of-control conditions. 

(10)Compliance provisions for conditions (1), (2), and (3) shall be in 
accordance with the appropriate sections in 40 CFR 60.43a. 

(11)The owner or operator shall, abide by all presentations, statements 
of intent, and agreements contained in IPP's application and in all 
additions, modifications, and corrections thereto, as presented for 
public inspection. 

IV. GENERAL  

This permit is issued in reliance upon the accuracy and completeness of the 
infoneation -set forth in the Company's application to EPA for permission to 
commence construction. The conditions herein become, upon the effective date 
of this permit, enforceable by EPA pursuant. to any remedies it now has, or 
may in the future have, under the Clean Air Act. Each and every condition is 
immediately effective unless within ten (10) days after receipt you notify 
this Regional Office in writing (Attention: Norman A. Huey, EAN-A) that the 
permit or a term or condition thereof is reiected. Such notice should 
include the reason or reasons for rejection. 

The United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit has issued a ruling 
in th case of Alabama Power Co. vs..Douolas M. Costle (73-1006 and 
consolVdeted caTeTT-RTE-55s sigiifflcant imPia-FiTTie EPA prevention of 
significant deterioration (PSD) program. The applicant is hereby advised 
that this permit may he subject to reevaluation as a result of the final 
Court decision and its ultimate effect. 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION VIII 

3Y: 
Robem L. Duprey, Director 

Air and Hazardous Materials Division 

DATE: 

.Q(' 
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INTERMOUNTAIN POWER PROJECT 
APPLICATION ANALYSIS 

January 25, 1980 

A. 	Applicability Determination 

The proposed Intermountain Power Project (IPP) will consist of four coal 
fired electrical power units that will generate 750 megawatts each for a 
total of 3,000 megawatts. Emissions from the Source will be from the two 
main stacks, coal handling, lime handling, ash handling, and haul roads. 

Estimated emissions fram the proposed operations are as follows: 

PARTICULATES 

Potential 
(tons/r1 

Actual 
(tons/yr) 

Allowable 
...Ltm/xJ, 

Two-stacks. 939,552 2,120 3,348 
Coal Unloading 200 3 N/A 
Coal Crushing 758 1.5 N/A 
Coal Conveying 250 25 N/A 
Conveyor Transfer 500 N/A 
Coal Storage 1,208 120.8 N/A 
Lime Transfer and Storage 17 0.1 N/A 
Ash Silo Unloading 9,390 I .  94 N/A 
Haul Roads 341 5 N/A 

Total Particulates 952,208 2,375.4 

Other pollutants are only emitted from the main stacks and are estimated 
as follows: 

Pollutant 
Potential 
(tons/yr) 

Actual 
.c . :3121/x_ir 

Allowable 
(tons/Yr) 

SO2 164 0032 16,404 49,210 

NOx 98,195 61,371 61,371 

CO 5,458 5,458 M/A 

HC 1,641 1,641 N/A 

The proposed IPP plant is subject to review as required under Section 
52.21 (1) for emissions of particulates, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, 
carbon dioxide and hydrocarbons. 

IP10_003651 
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B. Appeieati_pri Overview  

A revised PSO permit application was received on August 7, 1978, for the 
proposed Lynndyl site. Additional enformation was requested and received 
during the following year. The last date that information was provided was 
August 17, 1979. The proposed plant is being reviewed in accordance with the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Regulations as prcmulcated on June 
19, 1978. 

C. Control Technology Review 

A control technology review must consider particulate matter, sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxiees, carton monoxide, •nd hydrocarbons. 7he preposed 
plant has been reviewed and it has been determined that applicable State 
Implementaticn Plan emission limitations, and emission standards under 40 CFR 
Part 60 and Part 51 will be met (sea Attachment lo. 1). 

Process emissicns of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons ara assumed to 
meet the best available control technology f3ACT) requirements because no 
control tecnnology is available. 

The Weir eorizontal scrubber is expected to achieve a 30 percent removal 
of sulfur dioxide emissions and reselt.in  0.15 lbs/MM Stu at tee expected 
worst fuel sulfur content. Current New Source Performance Stendards (MSPS) 
would require 70 percent removal of 502 emissions. 

the  Aarticulate emissions are expected not to exceed 0.02 lbs/MM Btu with 
e of the hot side ESP followed by  the horizontal scrubber. NSPS limit 

particelate emissions to 0.03 lb/MM Btu. 

Nitrogen oxides emissions are expected to meet and emission limit of 
0.55 lbs/Pel Stu. Although much of the coal burned may be classified as 
bituminous, which would be allowed an emission limit of 0.5 lbs/MM Btu under 
NSPS, the sulfur content will remain low (lass than one percent). Therefore,. 
tube wastage should not pose the same problem as with high• sulfur (Eastern) 
bituminous coals when the boiler operations creates a reducing atmosphere 
which often acccmpanies low NOe  operation. Tests have indicated that an 
existing plant, burning coal s'imilar to that which IPF will burn, achieves a 
NO e  emission limit of 0.54 lbs/MM Btu on a 30-day average without excessive • 
slagging problems. The allowable emission limit requireo to meet BACT 
requirements should therefore be 0.55 lbs/MM Btu when the low sulfur 
eituminous coal is being burned. 

Particulate emissions from the coal handling operations will be control-
led by using enclosures, water sprays with a surfactant, surfacs crustin9 . 
agents, and fabric filters. Transfer and handling of lime will have emis-
sions vented into a fabric filter. A hydro-mixer will te needed to add eater 
to drv ash which will help control fly ash emissions. The landfilieo fly ash 

IP10003652 
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and 502 sludoe will be stabilized to minimize emissions during unloading 
operations. Any unpaved roads should have emissions controlled by the 
addition of chemical dust suppressants and supplemented with water. 

It is EPA's opinion that the IPP's proposal for the plant along with 
conditions imposed by the PSD permit represents BACT as required by the PSO 
regulations (see Attachment fl). 

D. Stack Heights  

The degree of emission limitation required for control of any air pol-
lutant under the P50 regulations shall not be affected in any manner by a 
stack height which exceeds good engineering practice. The height of the two 
main stacks at the IPP plant were planned to be 750 feet when the plant was 
to be at the Salt Wash site. The planned stack height was changed to 
710 feet -when the plant location was changed to the Lynndyl site. Good 
engineering practice (GEP) for the stack heights is defined by a height not 
over the height of a nearby structure plus one and a half times the lesser 
dimension (height or width) of the nearby structure. The height of'the 
boilers is less than the width of the boilers. DEP for the IPP plant is as 
follows: 	, 

GEP = 2.5 (height of boilers) 

GE? = 2.5 (284 feet) = 710 feet 

\\The  air quality impact was determined using the GEP stack heights. 

E. Air 9ual1ty  Models  

Title 40, Part 52, Section 52.21(m) requires that ambient impact anal-
yses shall be based on diffusion models specified in the "guidelines on Air 
Quality Models" (0A0PS 1.2-080). The applicant did not use a uGuideline" 
model but EPA Region VIII did use CRSTER, a "Guidelineu model, to . 
substantiate the applicant's results for both 24 and 3-hour impacts. 

The annual impact is predicted by the applicant's model to be very 
small. EPA concurs with these results but has not used a °Guideline" model 
to substantiate this. 

F. Air Quality Review  

Maintenance of NAAQS 

Available ambient monitoring data taken near the proposed site have 
shown occasional violations of the 24-hour TSP standard while measured 

IP10_003653 
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concentrations are well within the national annual standard (45 ug/m 3  at 
the highest site). The occasional short-term violations are caused by rural 
fugitive dust uncontaminated by industrial pollution and do not occur under 
conditions when the proposed faqlity is expected to have its highest contri-
bution (6 ug/m3 ). Thus, the proposed facility would not contribute to 
violations of the national standards. 

Maintenance of the Increments  

At the points of maximum impacts of the stack emissions in Class 1 and 
Class II areas, the analysis shows that there would be no violations of the 
applicable increments. A summary of the air quality analysis is contained in 
attachment 2. For fugitive emission impacts on Class IT areas, see Response 
lf of appendix II. 

G. Monitoring  

Pre-construction monitoring under 52.21(n) should not be required 
because the P50 application was not submitted after August 7, 1973. 

A post-construction ambient air quality monitoring plan will be prepared 
for S02 and particulate matter to determine the impact that plant emissions 
are having on the air quality. The duration of data collection, site 
locations, and instrumentation requirements will be approved by the Utah 
State Division of Health (Bureau of Air Quality). 

H. \ Additional Impact Analysis  

Information concerning the visibility impact around the Lynndyl Site is 
contained in a report dated June 1979 and entitled "Calculated Visibility 
Impacts of Emissions from the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site." 

EPA has reviewed this information and is of the opinion that the results 
of the visibility impact calculations do not indicate a need to change the 
design of the IPP plant or deny the permit. 

Soils and Vegetation  

IPP discussed additional impacts that would reiult on soils, vegetation 
and air quality because of the plant and associated arowth in a letter dated 
September 26, 1978. It was concluded from the study that the impact would be 
nondetectable. 

• General Growth 

The analysis included the impact from the normal work-day operating 
force of 475 people. Access roads to and from the plant are paved so that 

IP10_003654 



07/07/99 WED 13:17 FAX 1435 864 6670 
40113 

.5- 

traffic associated fugitive r!ust emissions will be negligible. 3oth 
construction and operating impacts associated with the growth requirements 
due to workers and their families were considered ir Section 3.5 F of the 

draft environmental statements. 

I. 	Public Particination 

The application, analysis, and proposed permit .4ere made available for 
public inspection at the EPA offices in Oenver and the Utah 3ureau of Air 

Quality offices 
in Salt Lake City. The EPA analysis and proposed permit were 

evade available at ne Millard County Clerk's office in Fillmore, !..:tah. A 

public hearing ..,:as ;Ield on January 10, MO, in Salt Lake .  City, A public 

notice reprling our . proposec ,ction las issued in the Salt Lake Cilil T7ihure 

.on December 14, Ino, and the Nil13rd t'..punt ,, ,Chronicle  on Decamcer L2, 1:79. 

:lo comments wera mate =iuring trl puoliC !Llaring. Three written comments were 

received before the public comment period closed on January 17. '.c80. These 

comments were consir.iercd in the final permit and are summarized in the. 

summary of public ccmments (Aopendix II of the permit). 

On January 21, 1180, IPP -minted that rPA e.elay issuance of the PSO 
permit until it coulg evaluate certain conditions in the proposed oermit. 

IPP requested a reopening of 7.:12 puOlio comment perif.d se it. could submit 

additional material rodarding the permit. A public noti .ce was issued in the 

Millarl County Chronicle  on i43rch U, l'7, 80, clilich ,-.1cpened the ccmment vsriod 

.intil—April 17. 1110. ane gave notir% •: ,.f a Tmetinn with ;FP In April •0. 

1hT), to discuis certain conditions in the permit:; 7:na-undred and ninety 

th
), 
ee public comments ..vere receivod ,noeconsidereo in the -;inal permit. 

Th,se comments are alao summarizld to appentiix II of te oarmit. 

P 
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APPENDP I  

NO. 	 DESCRIPTION 	 Date 

04-19-76 

05-03-76 

05-06-75 

06-14-77 

05-14-77 

07-01-77 

1. Westinghouse Electric Corp. (A. Roffman) to EPA 
D. Henderson) 

2. Westinohouse Meeting Handout 

3. Intermountain Power Project (IPP) modeling Meeting Report 
(D. Henderson) 

4. Department of Interior - Canyonlands and Capitol Reef 
National Park to Become Class I Areas (C. Andrus) 

5. Department of Intrior - Notice of Possible f2riesignation 
Henneberger) 

6. IPP (O. Fackrell) Application for PSD Permit at the 
Salt Ush Site 
(a) Volumes I through V of the IPP ?reliminary Engineerino 

and Feasibility Study Report 

7. EPA (J. Green) to IPP (J. Anthony) 

'8. EPA (F. Longenber7er) •emo About Roquest for Additional 
\ 	Information 

EPA (F. Longenbervr) Memo 

10. EPA (D. Henderson) to 8LM (J. Littlejohn) 

11. IPP. (J. Anthony) Supplemental Permit Application Informa-
tion to EPA (J. Green) 

12. Air Modeling Task Force Meeting. Minutes 

13. EPA (D. Henderson) ;leeting Report 

14. EPA (N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony) 

15. EPA,(N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony) 

16. EPA (F. Longenberger) Engineering ReviqvJ 

17. FPA (D. Henderson) Air Quality Estimates 

07-07-77 

07-29-77 

08-01-77 

08-08-77 

08-10-77 

08-30-77 

09-15-77 

09-21-77 

10-12-77 

10-21-77 

11-1A-77 

IP10003656 
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13. EPA (N. Huey) Permit Status Report 	 12-13-77 

19. 1PP (J. Fackrell) Request to Hold Permit Application in 	01-05-78  
Abeyance to EPA (D. Wagoner) 

20. IPP (J. Anthony) to H. E. Cramer Co. (J. Bowers) 	07-06-78 

21. IPP (J. Fackrell) Application for a PSD Permit at the 	07-25-78 
Lynndyl Site to EPA (A. Merson) 
(a) Calculated Air Quality Impact of the Emissions from 

the Proposed IPP Pcwer Plant at the Lynndyl Site 

22. IPP (J. Fackrell) to Utah Bureau of Air Quality (A. Rickers) 	07-25-78 

23. IPP-0. Anthony) Supplemental Information submitted to 	09-26-78 
EPA (F. Longenberger) 

24. EPA (N. Huey) to Los Angeles Department of Water and 	10-25-78 
Power (J. Avalos) 

25. IPP (J. Anthony) to PEDCo Environmental Services (J. Zoller) 	01-29-79 
(a) Volume I through V of the IPP Preliminary Engineering 

and Feasibility Study 
(b) Calculated Air Quality Impact of the Emissions in= 

the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lvnndyl Site \ 

25.
\  OPP (J. Anthony) Notification that Proposed Lynndyl Site 	04-13-79 
Iwou1d be moved 1800 feet to EPA (J. Rakers) 

27. PEDCo Environmental, Inc. (J. Zoller) Request Supplemental 	C440-79 
Information to Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(J. Avalos) 

23. IPP Preliminary Engineering and Feasibility Study Volume 	04-79 
VI - LynnOyl Alternative Site 

29. H. E. Cramer Company (J. Bowers) Final Report on the Visi- 	05-18-79 
bility Impacts of the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the 
Lynndyl Site to EPA (M. Huey) 

30. 3LM Draft Environmental Statement for the Intermountain 
Power Project 

31. IPP (J. Anthony) Response to PEDCo Questions to EPA 08-09-79 
(J. Rakers)  

32. PEDCo Environmental, Inc. J. Zoller) SACT Determination 10-2579 
to EPA (N. Huey) 	

- 
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33. EPA (J. Dale) to Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (J. Avalos) 

34. EPA (R. Duprey) proposed permit and analysis to IPP 
(J. Fackrell) 

35. Public Notice in the Millard County Chronicle 

35, Public Notice in the Salt  1.ake City Tribune 

37. Transcript of Public Hearing held on January 10, 1980 

38. IFP (J. Anthony) comments about proposed permit to EPA 
(N. Huey) 

39. 115 15. 1J. Anthony) request for delay in issuring the PSD 
to EPA (R. Duprey) 

40. IPP (J. Anthony) request to reopen pulic comment period so 
• they might submit additional comments to EPA (N. Huey) 

41. Public Notice in the Millard  County ,Chronicle 

42. IPP (J. Anthony) comments on proposed pm permit 
to EPA (N. Huey) 

43.1 EPA (R. Duprey) request for technical assistance 
\BACT for NO x  to EPA (W. Barber and J. Burchard) 

44 Transcript of meeting between EPA and IPP 

45. State of Utah (A. Rickers) to EPA (N. Huey) 

IPP (J. Anthony) coal quality letter to EPA (N. Huey) 

47. EPA (N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony) 

48. Hunton and Williams (H. Nickel) comments on proposed IPP 
permit to EPA (N. Huey) 

49. KVB (D. Baker) comments on proposed IPP permit to EPA 
(N. Huey) 

50. EPA (J. Burchard and W. Barber) technical assistance 
regarding IPP to EPA (R. Duprey) 

51. Stearns-Roger, (D. Packnett) to EPA (N. Huey) 

10-31-79 

12-0740 

12-13-70 

1214-79 

1-10-80 

1-10-80. 

4-14-80 

4-17-80 

4-28-80 

4-17-80 

4-17-80 

4-24-80 

permit 1-24-80 

3-21-80 

3-27-80 

conditions 	4-1-80 

regarding 	4-01-80 

4-08-80 
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52. 	EPA (J. Dale) technical memo 5-21-80 

53.Emo.Lachapelloclarifica0,55tlovemission 
5.22-ao 

54. EPA (W. McClave) telephone memo 5-22-80 

55. EPA (R. Fisher) technical memo 5-30-80 
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IPP Power Plant 
Summary of Public Comments 

Comment  la: 	The potential emission estimate for flO x  emissions of 98,195 
tons per year appears to be very high. 

Response ',a:  Potential NO x  emissions were estimated to be those that '; ./culd 
occur if the burners were not designed for NO x  control, The 
EPA Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) was 
used to estimate uncontrolled (potential) NO x  rAission. 

.7,omment 27,: 	The application analysis stated that the height of the two main 
stacks -Till 	7E0 fe=t. 	:-eight of the stacks ":as charmed 
to TIO feet wnen t 	projent was l'elocated from Salt .4ash to 

Lynnoyl. 

Response 9 a:  A correction has been made. 

cimment '3a: 	The calculated SO? emission rata .las 0.155 pounds per million 
3tu's haat inout. Shouldn't the allowable emission limit be 
rounded off to 0.16 instead of 

Response :;a:  3ecause of the tentative nature of the provided coal quality 
data, the sensitivity of the estimated amission rate 4.oes not 
warrant such exactness. 

The CO percent reduction in 501;) emission is redundant since 
the emission rate is based on that amount of control. 

espense 4a.: The sulfur and Btu value of coal will vary considerably. 	• 
Operation of the control equipment in the most Wicient manner 
will result in variations in the omission rzte but can be 
demonstrated Py a constant emistion reduction. 

Comment 	• 	The optical density is a feature of the opacity leasuring 	. 
device that does not lend itself for continuous monitoring and 
the requirement should be deleted. 

Response Ea:  All equipment manufacturers do have the capability of producing 
an optical density output. It should ! -:,e rbported as A value 

averaged over about 1 hour. 

Comment 71a; 	?Prmit conditions should contain . ejeneral zliscussion as to 
when the emission limits proposed are enforceable and when 
exemptions Imply. 
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qesponse 5a: 	Changes have teen made to the permit. Condition number (10) 
was added to indicate exemptions. 

Comment 7a: 	EPA's decision to revise the proposed NO x  emission limit 

when burning bituminous coal from 0.5 to 0.5 pounds per 
million atu's neat input iS more stringent than new:source 
performance standards (5,PS). Since IPP has recently commit-
ted itself to burning Utah bituminous coal, the ASPS emission 
limit of 0.3 poundS per million Ttu's heat input should r...2main 

as the permit condition. 

Response 7a: 	It is EPA': ..-esponsibility to ounr!uct a control technology 

review ...alder the PS) rngulatinns 	
Nill determine what is 

;:vq1;ati8 control tochnolov r3ACTI .t'or each opplicab:a 

pollutant , 	.a.CT must 	an Pmission limit tasnd on the maxi- 
legrle ofssion rduction 74hich the :Wministrator, nn n 

case-ty-case 	S5, etermines ls achievable for the source. 
In no case can a determination of 3ACT result in clmissions 

which wouln Ixceed Fin ,/ applicable N5I25, Review of the pream-

'ole to tt -e ;43PS in fne Federal lenister  dated . Zune 11, 1S7q, 

made it clear that 7PA had ddta available that would support 
an emission limit cf 0.E pounds per million :Itu's 	t'nout 

for coal .r.urning boilers !paces 33586 and 27,L=B7‘. 7
1,e 

Administrator =:stablisbed a fligher emission limit •f 0.Z1 
pounds per million 3tu's for mien tituminous coals ;Irs burned 
to reduce the potential for increased tube ':iast7t euring 

Zx  operation. Te severity of the/tube wastage is believed 
to vary with several factors,. but eSpecially .lith the sulfur 
content oV the coal burned. Bituminous coals w7th a low sul-
fUr content snould not experience this problem 7..nd, therefore, 
the higher emission rate should not be needed to prevent 
excessive poiler tube wPstage. 2ACT for bcilors ":Yi.:rning coal 

that would nut experience excessive tube ,.lastage t low NOx  

conditions 2hould be an emission limit of D. pounds 7)er 

million Stu's '!'eat input. 

Information was later provided .4hich nowed nat z.Utan 
rAtuminous similar to ilhat IPP will :Awn causes slaaging prob-
lems. This operational problem was solved ?),), increasino the 

..xcess air 'Ihich increases NO x  :missions. :''.emos from the 
7PA inoustrial Envircmental Research '..aboratory Pilo! the EPA 
Office of Air Ouality Planning and Standards confirli that the 

Utan '3" 'titminous don be '7.urned in a manner to -sduce 

slagning and Ac!Yieve a 	
emission limit of 0.0 Is/177  

hased on a 0-day roiling 7iveraqe. The final 7ACT. 

%hacinion for the nt,Lc  limit in the permit. ( ..)...55) 'ellects • 
consideration of all the above information and ccmments. 

Canment 	.7.oa1 firer, pirInT:s row huilt can claarl:f deposit z'.cid orecipi- 

ntinn on 	.2posittln f.',reater than sull'urlo aCid. If the 
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Resnons .e 1b: 

Cooment 2t: 

:Zesconse 7 !): 

Resconse lc: 

synfuels program actually becomes . operative in the coal bear-
ing section of Utah, our agricultural lands could become 
permanently acidic. '.1.e are concerned not only about specific 
plants such as IPP but combined totals and their effects. 

One i.eav to minimiza the potential .  for acid orecioltation is to 
control sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions to the 
maximum extent possible. This is one of the purposes . of tl7e 
PSO regulations, sources must install and operate equipment 
that aiii ir,eet test available control emission limits. As 
each new plant is proposed, it must be evaluated along with 
exi7.ting plants to insure that no violations of air auality 
standaras will occur. EPA has determined that IPP 	meet 
these . -equinments •nd, wnile acid ;Irecipitation is • growing 
protism,.a permit 	'le issued bemse the requirsi 
reauiction Is met. 

University of '..ontana totanist Clancy Gordon has jemonstrated 
dalage to vegetation by pollution from coal fired plants in • 
r!untana. I am concerned with the problem of projected state-
wide emissions •nd their lffeots on agriculture. 

Some sites relatively close to the Colstrip power plant appear 
to show changes in incidences of foliar pathologies, sulfur 
concentrations, and ;luoride concentrations. ;iowever, there 
is no conclusive available evidence to support the contention .  
that the emissions of Colstrip 1 and 2 are causing. this. 
Experimnnts conducted in !US to assess the long term conse-
quences of relatively %NJ level chronic SO7 exposure to 
native grassland showed that the concentrations necessary to 
have a demonstrated effect were 1-2 orders nf magnitude 
greater than those observeC near the Calstrin units. 

The maximum allowable S01 concentrations -iormitted 5y the 
?SO regulations will prevent IPP'e amissicns fmn chiiq 
level at which thesm effects have been demonstrated. 

In order to continue your fic,nt to clean our air 17d orotect 
our realth, I hope you will prevent the constrcticn of 2ny 
new olants including IPP •nat will soil l'ar air, T'uin our 
environment, and endanger our !'-ealth ':eth 	:nd emo- 
tional. ! hope vou will continue to damand t!'et 
)e met and that we continue .!o ;morove. 

The PO resulations require that 	'2vailin control tzch- 
nolocy 'oe utilized to control omissions aro that certain air 
quality standard$ not be violated. 7PA ':eliavec that :PP will 
fulfill these reauiroments 'Inen they cmmly ith 	cndi- 

ons contained in tha P7.D permit. 

x.AVIIRPEInt 
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Comment 1 .d: 

Res2onse 1d: 

Cemment 7de 

Resoonse ?d: 

Comment ?Id: 

Proposed'permit condition (1)(c) requires compliance lee 
determined solely through use of continuous monitors. By 
implication then, this condition would not allo.e IPPeto show 
compliance through a combination of fuel tests and continuous 
monitorse 'dithout such a ccmbination, IPP will be unable to 
receive credit for sulfur removed erior to or during 
combustion. 

Changes to condition (I)(c) and the appendix III have been .  
made to aliow creoit for sulfur removal befcre the SO2 flue 
gas oesulfurizetion systems. This sulfur removal can ::.;e 
counted in the 00 percent reduction requirement in condition 
(1)(b). 

An emission limit 	the ?SD permit of !LS pounds per million 
2tu's heat input for M e  emissions should not be required 
when the IPP plant is burning bituminous coal hue the O. 
pounds par million 3tu's limit required by new source perform-
ance standards (NSPS). Compliance with a NO x  emission limit 
more strite3ent than t:le recently edopted NSPS limits could 
introduce corrosion, tube wastage, and slagging problems. 
These problems efouid affect boiler reliability, customer ser-
vice, and electrical rates. 

The hicher emissien limit of O. .pounds pee million atu's was 
allcwed under NSPS because ef eoneern ever tee potential for 
accelerated boiler tube wastage (i.e. corrosion) duel= low 
ROx  operation of boilers when burning cdal that would create 
that problem. Zeidence that the coal which IPP will burn 
would cause this problem was used in the BACT evaluation. 
However, evidence is that the coal should not cause 
accelerated b•iler tube wastage. The severity ef tube wastage 
is believed to increase directly with the sulfur content of 
the coal burned, and IPP has projected that the sulfur content 
of their coal will range 1:etween 0,44 and 0.73 percent. This 
is low in comparison to the typical bituminous coal for which 
concern about accelerated tube wastage was expressed ln.the 
NSPS promulgation. The problem about excessive slaggino 
problems ehep burning the IPP cOal !lad not !-;een expressed 
earlier. It was, however, evaluated in the PACT Oeterminatinn. 

The automatic revocetione condition is inconsistent with it:tee 
intent underlyino the revisions .  to EPA's PSO reculations pro-
posed in Septemeer 1979. The proposed eermit provides that it 
will be automatically revoked if EPA determines teat IPP's, 
"final plans° :o not contain sufficient infermetien "to permlt 
an independFnt evaluation of this system," or if FPA deter-
mines t:7at f)le system will not :achieve '0,a emilsicn limits set 
forth in the P50 permit. See Response 7a. 
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It should be emphasized that voiding a permit has extremely 
serious consequences. Mot only would it require reapplication 
for a permit, but it would jeopardize the sources entitlement 
to the increments allocated to it as a result of the original 
permit. 

Region VIII, therefore, should not void the permit based on a 
finding concerning the proposed aoplication of pollution con-
trol equipment. Rather, as EPA has recognized in the past, 
the appropriate remedy is to disapprove application of the 
proposed control technology if it is found that the proposed . 
system would not achieve the applicable emission limits. The 
'source then would be required to obtain approval of a new 
control system before the fecility could commence operation. 

p.esponse 3d: 	The PSD regulations seem to contemplate that no permit should 
be issued at all until EPA obtains the information necessary 
to determine that BACT will be applied. We haVe isaued per-
mits to electric power plants without having the necessary 
information to know if BACT will be applied because of the 
long lead times needed for construction. 14e have included 
conditions in the permit requiring that tha necessary informa-
tion be required and evaluated prior to on-site construction 
of the plant. Region VIII does not see the automatic 
revocation condition as being inconsistent with the P50 regu-
lations. If the control eouipment information. submitted with" 
the PSD application had been found inadequate or it had been 
determined that it would not achieve the 3ACT requirements, a 
PSO permit would not have been issued. We do not agree that 
the plant should be allowed to commence construction without 
having an emission control equipment design capable of meeting 
the emission limits in the permit. The permit has been 
changed to accommodate due process concerns of IPP. 

Comment 4d: 	Condition (5) in the . proposed permit requires IPP.to  "select" 
the coal supply and to "finalize control equipment design" 
before on-site construction of major equipment commences. 
This sentence should be stricken because final selection of 
all of the coal supplies for the first several veers of plant 
operation may not te completed befoee 19B3e84. On-site 
construction is scheduled to begin in 1981. IPP will identify 
the range of coal quality to be used in conjunction with its 
selection of pollution control equipment. Information on coal 
seppiies will be reported as it becomes available. However, 
to require that IPP purchase coal before camencinc on-site 
construction of major equipment is impractical. Similarly, 
the requirement that control eouipment design be finalized 
before en-site contructicn of major equipment begins should be 
deleted. 

s 
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Response 4d: 	This condition has been modified to require only approval of 
the control equipment design prior. to on-site construction of 
major equipment. -Also, included is a requirement that coal 
shall not be burned which is incompatible with the control 
equipment design. 

Comment 3d: 	Condition (5) does . not indicate what standards are to be 
applied by the person reviewing the proposed equipment, how 
that person is to judge adequacy of the equipment, who must 
meet the burden cf showing inadequacy, or how long,the Region 
may take in reviewing the proposed equipment. 

Response 5d: 	The steneares to he used in reviewing the proposed equipment • 
is the same •s required under the PSO eequirements to deter-
mine ttat beSt evail . able control technology will %:e applied. 
EPA will attempt to evaluate the system within 30 days. How-
ever, 'OA may decide to.have an outside independent evaluation 
done under a contract which would takn longer. To insure that 
eelays ',rill not occur in the project, cetailed information 
should 'ea seemitted as soon •s passitle. 

Comment ad: 	The continuous monitoring requirements in the permit can he 
required under EPA's statutory authority in Section 114 of the 
::.lean Air Act. The monitering requirements must meet the test 
ef reasonableness. 

The monitor availability requirements oroposed 'jei Region VIII 
in appendix III are far more etringent t:- an those set forth in 
the new NSPS regulations. The requirements should, therefore, 
he modified to conform to the ;4SPS regulaticns, which reflect 
the Administrator's conclusions as to the type and amount of 
emission monitoring that may reasonable 'ee required sf new 
source ywnere. 

The permit also requires that if centinuous monitors '10 not 
. Meet the prescribed availebiliey requirements for t*c succes-
sive quarters, IPP must replace the monitors with no assurance 
that the replacement system would meet the proposec availabil-
ity requirements. Again, the epproace of the revised NSPS 
should be followed. 

Response Regicn VII EPA believes the earmit monitoring reeuieements do 
meet the test of reascnablenese. It is our position thet the 
Region VIII permit monitoring reouirsments will eot recuire 
eifferent types or more emission monitering ecuipment or more 
sophisticated technology over that required by th NSPS rlaula-
tions. The state-of-art of emission eonitcring does support 
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the permit prescribed monitor availability requirements. 
Furthermore, the 85% (annual)/75% (quarter) availability 
requirement is not a firm fixed standard as is the 55% monthly 
availability requirement of the NSPS. Section 60.13(e)(4)(ii) 
of appendix III of the permit allows variances from the 
availability requirements by allowing time periods of poor 
instrument availability . to  not be countO.for the purpose of 
showing compliance with the 85,%/75% linAtS1" Thus, operators 
acting in good faith can be excused from some of the 
requirements if the poor instrument availability can be docu-
mented to have been caused by conditions biyond the operator's 
control. 

The requirements for annual certification of monitoring sys-
tems and certification in units of the standprd are presently 
more stringent than NSPS requirements. However, EPA Head-
quarters is in progress of eventually implementing such 
requirements on a national basis. We prefer that IPP meet the 
more stringent requirements now as opposed to changing them 
4ater. 

Comments le:  The draft PSD permit would apparently limit IPP to 
0.5 lb/106  Btu of NO x , regardless of coal type, even 
though the NSPS for the bituminous coal to be fired is 
0.6 lb/106  Btu. (Numerous additional statements were made 
regarding how the proposed IPP coal is classified as bitumin-
ous coal and how NSPS limits for the coal should be 
0.6 lb/106  Btu for NO x . Also, statemehts were made. 
regarding the lack of any state-of-the-art advance in NO x  
control since the revised NSPS were promutgated.) 

Response 	See Response 7a. 

Comment 2e: 	There are several adverse operational effects associated with 
the low NO x  operating modes, including slagging, corrosion 
(tube wastage), and reduced operating margin. Individual coals 
may have properties which cause the adverse effects, but often 
these effects are difficult to predict before actual 
operations. 

Slagging potential increases in a reducing atmosphere due to 
the lowering of the ash fusion temperature of most coals. 
Calculation procedures used by boiler manufacturers to deter-
mine furnace slagging and fouling potential were utilized for 
two units referred to in the background document for NSPS and 
then compared to actual experienced slagging conditions. Also 

be: 
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included ';:es the calculation of slagging potential For IPP 
type coal. The following table shows the results: 

	

Calculated 	Calculated 
Fouling 	Slagging 	Ecperianced 

Coal Tvoe 	Potential 	Potential 	Sleoging  

Montana . Suh-bit. "S" 	Low 	Low 	Noderate - Severe 

(00lstrio I and 2) 

Utah it 	3" 	Severe 	Low 	:lorierate - Sever* . 

(Hunttnton r;a;wr. 

IPP nit -1. 	Hioh tve 

As these ,.esults indicate, the ,axistin7 methods fpr calculating 

sletiging ootential are•inpdequate; ve 	rboilers designe to 

Tire the zcals 	hurnel, the Imount cf slagging 

,!;..perinnces is hiqh. MC normal method to control slagging is 
to increase the excess oxygen, 	in ur 	1li raise ilOx  

emissions. Slagging prohl.i7s currartly exist For toilers 
daSigned to meet the 0.7 lb/100  Stu NO x  limitation; further 

problems ,5f this nature can :7:e expected to gccur as the limit 
for tAtuminouc coal is lowered't0 Q. it/10 5  atu (ner; 

1 	
To achieve a limitation of O. m/lip E.Itu with ':itumincuS 
coal, in the at, sence of operating rlata is bvt/inc; t'r,e present 

technical limits on the industrY. 

Response 2e: 	3.1e. Response 7a. •he Huntington Canyon unit,igred in the 
early 70's, ..!as.tested to Traluate the performance of 
tanoentially fired units firing .fiestern '.;ituminous coal. 
Results of th.1 testing showed JO x  2imissions ranging from 0. ,la 

to 0.53 n/100  3tu ,Jith a 20-day •verage of 0.7.4. The 	- 

applicable M x  emissions limit for this plant is 0.7 lb/10 1  
3tu. Information containe in ;PA :1S2S 'background.ocument 
450/2-73-Q05a (page i;-2) statns that some new Ourner ':esigns 
will permit funaces to ..;e maintained n an ..midizing Bnviron-
• ment and 'rill thut minimi7e potential fnr s1aggin9 lz low 90 N  
operation. 

';omment nr!: 	Another consideration in Pvaluatir:g t 1,- e sle .]ffects of 7 ,1w 

.1.0 x  operazion is ti.s potential frnr increasec. corrosion or 
tube wastage. 

Response 2e: 	S2e Resocnsn 7. 

Comment 'F: 	An evaluation of the air 1.Jality i•pact ny the State of Utah 
..vhich included all porticulato ,mission s•urces fi_ncluding low 

level .' ,Amitive 9m1ss1-ns 	•lre lot r..clutad 4.n the ij 
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Resocnse If: 

Comment '7 11 : 

Response 2f: 

quality analysis conducted by EPA and the IPP contractor) 
indicated violations of the PSD Class II increments and the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) off IPP 
property. Additional information needed frem IPP would enable 
better emission estimates to be made which might indicate that 
PSO and NAMS standard would not be violated. 

Subsequent to this analysis, IPP provided (via contract with 
Stearns-Roger) revised fugitive emission estimates. These data 
were reviewed by EPA and compared to PEDCo estimates. EPA 
selected the most representative emission rates for eadh fugi-
tive source (EPA memo dated 5/4/80). These revised emission 

— rates were used to recompute each source's contribution, and 
the finalasoncentration at each receptor on the Utah Valley 
Model output was scaled by a factor of 0.3572. This modeling 
effort assumed that the particulate emissions act as a gas. 
Recognizing the fact that the larger particles will not remain 
suspended but will settle out over a distance, we made esti-
mates of what portion of the fugitive emissions from the coal 
storage piles and coel conveying and transfer operations would 
settle out before reaching the plant boundary. The settled out 
fraction was deducted from the modeled concentrations and 
showed that the annual TSP Class II increment woeld not be 
violated. The background concentration when added to the cal-
culated increment concentrations showed that NAAQS will not be 
threatened. 

Other major sources such as Martin Marietta must be included in 
the modeling to access compliance with PSD increments and MAACS. 

The Valley screening technique was used to determine the inter-
action of IPP and Martin Marietta (Memo to Martin Marietta File 
dated April 29, 1980). This modeling effort showed no signifi-
cant impact, and it is highly probable that the combined annual 
impact will also be insignificant. 
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Comment 'n: 	The Lynndyl area and the surrounding areas are vital to supply 
the consumers in the State of Utah with products such as 
fruit, grain, silage, and dairy products. Pollutants from a 
plant the size of IPP ,pfould 'oe very detrimental, if not 
totally damaging, to the area. 

Response lg: 	See Responses lb, 2b, and lc. 

Comment 9c: 	Acid rain resultino from the burning of coal douses severe 
damage to crops, streams and lakes hundreds of miles from the 
emitting source. The xisting clean air standard which 
governs cortain pollutants .:!oes not really give us protection .  
against :Icid rain which is formod when sulfur and nitrogen • 
oxide imissicos combine with moisture in the atmosphere. It 
then falls to earth as sulfuric acid and nitric acid in rain, 
snow, and lust. Records show this problem has grnatly 
increased in lew York destroying some 170 lakes. Scientists 
at the present time are accumulating evidence of mounting 
damagelrom acid rain to soil, forests, crops, and buildings. 

Response 2: 	7,PA is concerned about ocid rain problems. Additional 
..(nowledge and authority ere needed before proper emission 
limits can o established to eliminate the problem. Acid rain 
problems 'lave tieen observed downwind of sources tourning hiqh 
sulfur coal Yith little or no emission controls. EPA has the 
authority uncer the PSD regulationS to minimize S09 and 
NOx  emissiens by requiring best available control teohnoloT! 
(BACT) for plants burning low sulfur coal. Ti7e.2ACT 
requirements in the IPP permit are more stringent than new 
source performance standards (NSPS). NSPS for 502 would 
require 70 percent control for the !PP Plant while 'OCT 
requires 3Q percent control %SF'S for NO x  ';Joul'i allow 
0.6 lbs/10h  Stu 'Anila 5ACT for IPP requires 0.75 lbs/10 0  

3tu. 

comment 3a: The site for construction and operation of the :,500 megawat -:. 
IPP plant near Lynndyl was proposed f!isregarding the fact that 
it would pollute an area ideally suited for agriculture. The 
alternative site in Yayne County is not a suitable agricul-
tural area but does have the coal and water needed for the 
plant without depriving an agricultural area of water neces-
sary to produce crops. All of these plus factors were ignoroc 
for the Wayne County site. This site was rejected because 
pollution .::ould affect the Class 1 air quality at Capitol Reef 
national Park for only 1.1 to ,14 days per year. 
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Responselg: 	See Reponse lb, 2b, and Ic. The Wayne County site indicated 
problems in comprying with the PST) regulations. IPP and the 
State of Utah decided no significant pollution is anticipated 
at the Lynndyl site. 

Comment lh: 	Region VIII'personnel referred to the statement in the pre- 
amble to the propCsed NO x  standards that high-sulfur eastern 
coal generally causes more severe tube wastage than low-sulfur 
western coal, 43 Fed. Reg. 42171 (1978). This language, it 
was suggested, may support the conclusion that sulfur content 
should deteemine the NO x  limit and that, therefore, those . 
usincelowesulfur western bituminous coals should meet a O. 
lbs/106  Btu limit. We do not believe it would te proper for 
the Region to reach such a conclusion. A summary ef the 
reasons provided in the Hunton and Williems letter dated April 
17, MO, are as follows: 

fltt • 
1„) EPA established the standards on the basis of coal - 

classification (bituminous vs. subbituminous) and not on 
sulfur content. 

The IPP range of coal quality has properties similar to 
some eastern coals that were considered ty. EPA in 
formulatingethe standards. Thev lid not eeparate the 
standards on the basis of sulfur content. 

(2) Given the absence of new information supporting lower 
NOx  limits on low sulfur bituminous coals, Reoion VIII 
must define 3ACT as O. lbs/106  Btu for bituminous 
coals. 

(4) 	Compliance eith a NO x  emission limit more stringent 
than the recently adopted MPS limits cbuld introduce 
corrosion, slagging, and other problems. 

Response  lh: The references referred to by Region VIII personnel were the 
preamble to the final NO x  new source performance standards . 
(44 Fed. Reg. :33586 and 32587 on dune 1 1 . 1979) od the back-
ground information document for eroposed NO x  emission 
standards (EPA-41E0/2-78-005a dated'Ouly 1 978). A reading of 
the two pages in the preamble clearly states the reason why a 
0.5 1bs/10b Btu emission limit .eas not established for both 
')ituminous.and subbituminous coals. The Following statements 
are extracted from the preamble: "The severity of tube 
wastage is believed to vary with several factors, 1-,ut 
especially with the sulfur content of the coal burned." ", . 
tne combustion of high-sulfur bituminous coal appears to. 

(2) 
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aggravate tube wastage, particularly if it is burned in a 
reducing atmosphere." "Thus, same ccncern still exists over 
potentially greater-tube wastage during low-Na x  operations 
when hiat-sulfur coals are turned. Since bituminous coals 
often have high-sulfur contents, the Administrator has estab-
lished a special amission limit for bituminous coals to reduce 
the pctential for increased tube wastage during low-Ma x  
operation." ". . 	CE has stated that it would guarantee its 
new boilers, when equipped with nverfire air, to achieve the 
0.5 lbs/10' 1' Stu heat input limit without tube wastage rates 
when eastern bituminous coals are Nrned." ongm has noted in 
several recent technical papers that its new low-emission 
burners allew the furnace to be maintainee In an oxidizing 
atmosphere, . thereby reducing the potential for tube waste= 
when nigh-sulfur 'oiteminous coals are hirned." See 
Response 7a for additional jusitificaticn of the .35 Ma x  
limit. 

Comment 2h: 

RescAse 2h: 

Comment 3h: 

Respcnse 3ha 

Scme recommended language Was suggested to modift ,  condition 
(5) in . the proposed permit. Under the terms of the recom-
mended changes and other conditions in the draft permit, IPP 
cannot hurn a coal which would be incompatible with the air 
polluticn control equipment or the emission rates. 1PP must 
provide the coal quality data as indicted in the draft permit 
conditions, as well as the coal quality specification ramie 
for the air eollution control equipment, as it becomes 
available. 

Condition (5) in the final permit was modified to alleviate 
IPP's concerns but will insure EPA's approval of the control 
equipment Flesign prior to on-site construction of major 
equipment. 

IPP maintains that the CEM reeuirements as contained in 
appendix III are mere restrictive than CEM requirements in the 
new source perfcrmance standards (NSPS). Section 169.of the 
Clean Air Act permits EPA to set emission limits more strin-
cent than applicable MSPS when it is justified by significant 
new information or developments in control technolooy capa-
bilities. The Administrator's aetermination 45 to •he amount 
of monitorino which cen reasonable 6e. required of a source is 
not subject te the exception in sectien :59. The NSPS rule-
making reflects the amount of monitorieg vhicn ehe Agency may 
reasonable require. 

See Response 5d. Appendix III requirements leclude monitor 
availability limitations s:hich are not more rastrictive than 
NSPS because of the provisions under which poor data availa-
bility may be excused 'ay the Aininistrator. EPA beli .eves that 
appendix III provides clarifications to the aSPS requirements 
.qhich 	serve to Tearentee their enforceability. 
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Comment  Ah- 	At the April 10, 1980, meeting, it was generally agreed that 
the term "production weighted average" should be stricken 
wherever it appears in appendix III and replaced with the term 
"arithmetic average." Also, that the final sentence af 
60.46(a)(g) should be stricken. 

Res.ponse 4h: 	Condition (4) was .  modified to eliminate the production 
weighted averages from appendix III for the IPP permit and the 
final sentence of 60.46(a)(g) was removed. 

Comment Eh: 	50.13(a)( 1) should he expanded to afford procedures for use in 
the event If a negative determination by the Administrator. 

Response Sh: 	ZPA hes incorporated language to accomodate IPP's concerns. 

Comment 6h: 	No reference is made regarding the inclusion of soot blowing 
during the Reference Method source test of NSPS. It should 
notbe required until the EPA Administrator has developed a 
position on hpw it should be handled. 

Response 5h: 	EPA has established a technique for including soot blowing 
durine source testing and it is.to  be applied during all 
performance tests. 

Comment 7h: 	A performance.test as defined ty the NSPS is a 30-day rolling 
average. Appendix III requires that all performance tests be 
run at or above 90 percent of maximum production which 

• 

	

	 conflicts with NSPS and makes no sense from a practical 
standpoint. 

Response th: 	Appendix III was modified to correct this problem. 

Comment 8h: 	NSPS allow calculational procedures to be used to determine 
compliance with emission limits when less than 100 percent of 
the data which could be collected is available. NSPS permit 
use of continuous monitor and reference method test data in 
performing these calculetional procedures. Appendix III would 
provide that reference method tests could be used only to 
demonstrate emission levels duringthe actual period of the 
test (E0.6(g)). 

Response Rh: 	The use of reference method tests in the 'permit is allowed to 
augment the required CEA data as provided for in NSPS. Use of 
reference method testing for complience can only be valid for 
the periods of testing due to load and control efficiency 
fluctuations normally expected during such periods. 

Comment 9h: 	The monitor availability requirements in appendix III are not 
consistent with provisions in NSPS regulations. To the extent 

. that appendix LU requirements are inconsistent with NSPS, 
they should be chandeo ex deleted. 
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Response 9h: 	CEM averaging requirements are consistent with the 30-day 
requirements in NSPS primarily because operators acting in 
good faith can be excused if poor instrument availability can 
be documented to have been caused by conditions beyond the 
operator's. control. If CEM equipment is designed and operated 
to attain 53 percent availability monthly ;  it will achieve 
much greater availability for longer aVereging times 
(quarterly and annually). See Response 5d3 

Comment 10h: 	EPA's intended use of significant digits in the emission 
limits by . adding a zero as the final digit could be accom- . 
plished more clearly by adding the phrase "not to be exceeded" 
to the 'specified emission limits. 

Response 10h: The addition of a zero to the emission limits is done to 
indicate that permissible emissions are those below the stated . 
limit. This is consistent with the EPA enforcement policy. 
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Commentor No. 	 Commentor 	 Date 

a 	James H. Anthony 	 1-10-80 
IntermoUntain Power Project 

Jane Whalen 	 ' 	1-15-80 
Southwests Resource Council 

Lionel E. Weeks, M.D. 	 1-11-80 

F. William Brownell 	 A-01-80 
Hunton and Williams 

Lowell L. Smith and David A. Baker 	4-01-80 
KVB for IPP 

Alvin E. Rickers 	 444-80 
Utah Division of Environmental Health 

193 letters from the general public 	4-10/447-80 

Henry EJ;. flickel 	 4-17-80 
Hunton vid Williams 
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APPENDIX III 

Continuous Emission Monititing (CEIK) Revision to 40 CFR Part 60 
Subparts A and Oa, and Appendix 8 for 

Direct Determination of Compliance Status with PSD Permits 
Applicable to Fossil Fuel-Fired Steam Generators 

60.1 	Expand to include: 

(a) 	 For purposes of this PSD permit, the existing provi- 
sions of 40 CFR Part ED, Subpart Da (FR Vol. 44, 
No. 113, pps. 33580 - 23524, aune 11, PM) are 
applicable, as well as all General Provisions under 40 
CFR 50, and the provisions of 40 CFR, Part 60, 
appendix 8, as amended, (FR Vol AO No. 194, pps 46240 
- 46271, October 6,,1975). Certain portigns of these 
provisions are modified and applicable to the facility 
affected hy this PSD permit. These modifications 
include: (1) deletions, (2) replacement, and (3) 
expansion of portions of the existing provisions of 40 
CFR, Part 60, subparts A and Da, and appendix B. 

60.7(a)(S) 

60.\?(c) 

60.7(c)(1) 

Delete "30" and insert "45". 

Add at end, "unless otherwise approved or changed by 
the Administrator." 

Add at end: "The magnitude of all emissions and 
parameters as required as defined in 40 CFR 60, 
Subpart Da, shall be reported In a summary form by 
cause and range of magnitude above the applicable 
emission limitations of this permit, beginning at 
midnight, the first day of each calendar quarter, as 
given in Table II., A more detailed and comprehensive 
format for report of other information will be made 
available upon request. Range Z. is to be used when 
systems have negative bias as demonstrated during any 
performance specification test under 50.13. Violations 
of any 30-day requirement will be listed for each day 
when the requirement was not met." 

50.7(c) 	Expand to include: 

(c)(5) 	The weekly 'average of seven daily zero and calibration 
drift values for each week of the quarter for each 
calibration point'(zero and upscale)•for each monitor 
required under Subpart Da, as computed according to 
paragraph 7.2. 4 , Specification 2, of appendix 3, 
part 60. 

(c)(5) 	Date,time and initial calibration values of each 
required calibration adjustment made on any monitor 
unit during the quarter, including any time which the 
monitor was removed or otherwise inoperable for any 

whw 
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(c)(7) The date and results summary of each performance or other 
evaluation -Of any portion of the monitoring system during 
the quarter. 

(c)(8) The percent (%) of on-line availability time by week far 
each modular unit (the total equipment necessary to deter-
mine the value of a single emission parameter, • 
e.g. NOx-ppm) under 50.13(e)(4), 50.47 a(f), and 60.49a 
and .as required in the applicable subpart, as well as a 
description of down time under 60.7(c)(3) and table III. 

.All conversion values used to derive the 24-hour and/or 
30-day emissions or percent reduction for SO9 and NO x , 
which include, but are not limited to: temperature and/or 
velocity or volumgtric flow rate of stack gases, diluent, 
moisture, ppm, 100  Btu per hour '(from heat rate curve), 
and megawatt production. 

(c)(10) The production-weighted average daily (24 hour) .:imissions 
for SO2 and NO x  for each %toiler operatino day of the• 
quarter. 

(c)(11) The production-weighted average percent reduction (SO9 
only) and emissions of 509 and M x  for the 20 

\ 	consecutive boiler-operating days prior to each day of the 
reporting quarter. 

(c)(12) Other information as included in the format for the Excess 
Emission Report (FER), table 1 of this paragraph, as per 
instructions of Tab A. Additional format guidance is 
available upon request. 

60.7(d) 	Expand to include after "Inspection. in line 14: "The file shall 
also include a record of: 

(I) 	The weekly (specify as received or as fired composites) 
everaoe Stu per pound and average sulfur and ash content of 
coal expressed as pounds of sulfur (or ash) per million 
Btu, including assumptions for later pyrite rejection and 
bottom ash removal. Sampling and analysis shall he done in 
accordance with acceptable methods prescribed by ASTM. 

(2) 	All conversion values used to derive the 2 4-hour . end 30-day 
values for SO2 and 110 x , which include, tut are not 
limited to: temperature and/or velocity or volumetric flow 
rate of stack gases. diluent. moisture, ppm, 10b Btu per 
hour (from heat rate curve), and megawatt production." 

F.xpand at.and to include: "All excess emissions in Magnitude 
Roues C (opacity only), D, and E shall be reported to the Adminis-
trator within tventy one (71) tiays ox.cordino to the prpcedures of 
this section. Opacity OXCaSS;n r3fid 7ct 	;nCwjed 
Ilad persisted for at ?vast 	(12) mirutes." 

IP10_003676 



07/07/99 WED 13:27 FAX 1435 864 6670 
	

e035 

60.7 	Expand to include: 

(f) 

60.8(a) 

60.8(b) 

When the system output in units of the standard is docu-
mented to have any negative bias during any series of 
test(s) done under (11.12, then all values equal to or 
greater than 80 percent of the applicable emission limita-
tion of this permit shall be reported under 60.7(c)(1). 
This shall be done with a designation cf "Range Z", as on 
table I. The reviewing agency will then take into account 
the document bias (negative and positive) of the system, 
and evaluate compliance accordingly. 

Quarterly reports should Le submitted on magnetic tape and 
in a format approved by the Administrator to the maximum 
extent possible. 

Delete entire paragraph and insert: "Within 180 days after achiev-
ing the maximum Production rate at which the facility will be oper-
ated, but not later than 180 days after the first date which the 
facility supplies electrical power to the grid on a commercial 
basis, and at such other times as may be required by the Adminis-
trator under the Act, the owner or operator of such facility shall 
complete performance test(s), described in 50.46a, demonstrating 
compliance of the facility with the apOicable emission limitations 
of this permit. A written report of the results of such perform-
ance test(s) shall be furnished to the Administrator within 50 lays 
of the commencement of such test(s)." 

Expand at end to include: "Continuous monitoring shall be used for 
compliance with S09 and NO x  emission limits, and may he used 
for compliance with opacity limits. At least four (4) runs, 
2 hours each, shall be conducted for compliance with particulate 
limitations. 

50.8(c) 	Delete from line 2: "under such" and insert "at or above 90 per- 
cent of maxim= production, based on megawatt hours, or at other". 

60.8(d) 	Delete "20" and insert "45." Expand at end to include: "For 
particulate tests, two (2) runs of the four (4) shall include .  at 
least one (1) hour of soot blowing of the air preheaters (unless 
continuous soot blowing is normally employed, and employed during 
each test. The average emission shall be calculated based on the 
proper ratio of nprmal operating time for the soot blowing .  and • 
non-soot blowing." 

• 60.8 	Expand to include: 

(e)(5) "For purposes of efficiently and expeditiously facilitating 
the tests :, on-site analysis, results calculation, and 
preliminary reportin0 of S02 emissions during all certi-
aication or performance tests under :70.3(a) and 60.13(c) 
enless demonstrated 30 days in acvanca to be an unnecessary 
hardship.: Previous history of procedures does not consti-
tute hardship." 
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Any reference method, manual-type test conducted under this 
section shall-be used only to demonstrate emission levels 
during the.actual period of the test. 

	

.60.11(a) 	Delete entire paragraph and insert: "(a) Compliance with particu- 
late emission limits shall be performance tests under 50.8. 
Compliance with all SO2 and NO x  emission limits . shall be the 
continuous emission monitoring (CEM) systee installed and certified 
under 60.13. Emission limits for opacity shall be continuously 
evaluated for compliance using CEM data. Compliance with percent 
reduction requirements for $Oe may be '-esed on cambined data from 
CEM and fuel monitoring." 

	

0.15(br 	After "prior", delete ato• conducting performance tests under 
60.2.", and insert, "to tha day which the facility achieves maximum 
production rate and the day which the facility operates or a com-
mercial basis." 

	

$0.13(c) 	Delete, "or within 30 days thereafter." Also include in line 9 
after "60 days thereof": "after the commencement of such 
evaluation unless otherwise approved by the Administrator.° 

(c)(1) Insert after "appendix s": "as revised herein fir the 
purposes of this permit and at the production load as 
specified under 60.8(o). °  

(c)(A) Expand at end to include: "Continuous emission monitoring 
systmns listed within this paragraph shall be re-evaluated 
at least once during any 12 calendar months in accordance 
and demonstrate acceptability with the requirements and 
procedures: for determination of zero and calibration drift 
(2-hour and 24-hour), accuracy error, and calibration error 
of measurements contained in the applicable performance 
specification of appendix B, as revised for this peneit, or 
as prescribed by the Administrator. Reporting.shall be 
according to 50.13(c)." 

	

60.10(0 	Delete from line 4, "check" and insert "shall determine the 
quantitative values for both". 

(d)(1) Delete "as near the probe as is practical." and insert "at 
least at the root of the probe, unless otherwise approved 
by the AdMinistrator." 

Delete the entire second sentence beginning on line 6. 

Delete the entire fourth and fifth sentences beginning on 
lines 14 And 20, beginning with "Every six. . ," and "The 
gases. . ." respectively, and insert in place: "Each span 
and zero gas cylinder or cell used in any monitoring system 
:hall be initially analyzed not more than six f0 months 
prier to Lisa in accordance with EPA Protocol lumber One for 

(g) 
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certifying values in compressed gas cylinders. This proto-
col requires specific traceability to PIBS Standard 
Reference Materials (SRM's) and is available from EPA upon 
request. The owner or cperator shall supply to the Admin- 
•strator withih 21 days of the commencement of use of such 
cylinder(s) ,  or cell(s), verification and certification 
using specific EPA protocol. The owner or operator of an 
affected facility shall provide the Administrator 30 days 
prior notice of such an analysis of replacement gas sup-
plies to afford the Administrator the opportunity to have. 
•n cheerver eresent." 

.50.12(e) -  Expand et and to inelude: 

(e)( 4 ) 

(e)( 4 )( 1 ) 

Each monitor modular unit (i.e., each of the following 
• ystem comgonents as a unit: Opacity, SO2, il0 x , 
diluent, end data handling units) of a continuous emission 
monitoring system as required under n.13 and 60.47a shall 
attain a menimal'annual ;the four quarters r:f a calender 
year) on-ltne availability time of D5 percent and a minimal 
quarterly evailability time of 75 percent for each indi-
vidual quarter. ,Should eny given yearly or quarterly 
availability time for any eivenemonitor module unit(s) drop 
below these respective:limits, the owner er operator seall, 
within 40 days (unless owner can demonstrate that late 
delivery wes beyond hiS control) of the end of the first 
unexcused year or quarter in question, cause to be deliv-
ered to the facility site operable, factory tested and 
compatible:monitor module(s) (entire ccmponent unit) able 
to replace . the monitor module unit(s) which had unaccept-
able availability times, unless the owner cr operator can 
document and excuse the unacceptable performance to the 
satisfaction of the AeMinistretor, within tnirty (30) cal-
endar deye.of the end of such year or quarter, 2S provided 
for in 60.12(e)(4)(ii). 

The data reported under the provisiens el' 50.49 e(c) shall 
not be coueted fur purposes ef showing ce•pliance with 
(e)(4) aboVe. 

;2)(a)(ii) Documentation of such en 
(1) of the:following aod 
including all sepporting 

excuse seall incluee at least one 
shell ee suemitted in eriting, 
documents: 

1. 	That the: reasbn eor the poor speciFic availability 
time had not caused another erevious occurrence of 
unacceptable availability Nithin the last two 
years, and the reason for the parti=lar 
unavailability in gu?stion 	li 	prevented in 
trie future t‘y a T.ore iffectiv;! maint2rancq/part5 
'rriventory program, 
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2. That the entire system is once again fully operable 
and has-been for at least 7 continuous days immedi-
ately prior to the report, and parts (as applicable) 
which had failed aro in stock at the facility, or 

3. The excused period of unacceptable availability is a 
period during which the provisions of 60.13(e)(4) were 
not met primarily because a component or modular unit 
of the monitoring system had malfunctioned, and this 
•malfunction could not have reasonably '...een anticipated 
by the owner or o0;TarEIT-Eo have occurred. An occur-
rence of a malfunction which could not ;lave reasonably 
'oeen Inticipated to occur is a condition of improper 
operation of the comnonent or modular unit which (in 
view of the past experiences of either the vendor or 
the operator in operating such equipment of the spec 
ific type) had not occurred with enough frequency in 
the past, such that an operator in compliance with the 
provisions of 50.13(e)(4) of this paragraph could have 
taken the necessary steps (parts inventory, vendor 
•elivery, andfor trained laintenance personnel, etc.) 
to be able to resolve such a malfunction condition and 
provide system availability times 85 provided for in 
•50.:3(s)(4) above. A condition of improper operation 
for which the vendor normally, fa) Stocks necessary 
repair parts, etc, (b) itemizes such necessary parts 
on any suggested parts inventorv list for the user, or 
(c) suggests periodic preventive maintenance checks in 
order to check for such improper operation, will te a 
condition which could have been reasonably anticipateo 
by the owner or operator. and thereforra, will not be 
-xcused. 

(e)(4)(iii) Availability time may te recalculated 1-.:y the Administrator 
after excluding any unavailability period(s), .ncused under 
this section. 

Within 20 days after the Administrator notifies the owner 
or.operatcr (using reports subnmitted under T.7) that two 
non-overlapping periods of unexcused, unacceptable system 

. availability (yearly, quarterly, or •combinattcn) have 
occurred, and the provisions of 60.13(e)(4) :lave not i7leen 
met, then the owner or operltor shall install, 7.elibrate, 
operate, maintain, and report smission data usino the. 
second compatible module unit(s) then on the facility site, 
delivered under 50.13(e)(4), unless the condition under 
50.13(e)(4)(ii)(2) is documented by the o'mner or operator 
within 30 days cf the end of the year or quarter to be 
applicable. 

()(0 !Aithin 50 days of the date of installation nr Section 
r:0.13(e)(5), the owner.cr  operator 	t 	fcd facil:ty 
shall complete a full performance 'pialuat'!on :f t!le ntir 
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continuous monitoring system for that pollutant under 60113(c) 
as revised herein, showing acceptability of the system in 
question according to appendix as revised for this permit, 
unless the module unit in question Was the data handling unit 
alone. Within 30 days of the commencement of such evaluations 
tests, the owner . or operator shall furnish to the Administra- . 
tor a minimum of twO copies of a complete written report of 
such evaluation and test conducted above, demonstrating 
acceptability of the system according to 60,13 as amended 
herein. If the performance of any other module unit is 
affected by the unit in question, then these other unit(s) 
shall be reevaluated as well. 

60.13(h) 	In the third sentence after ". 	. opacity', Insert the following 
and fuel monitoring". 

60.41a 	At the end, delete the definition of Boiler Operating Day. . . 
and iniert after "period during vhich", the following: "the 
facility produced at least 50% of the maximum electrical power 
which is possible when operating at maximum production for 
24 continuous hours." 

60.43a(a) 
(2) 

d?.43a(a) 

60.43a(g) 

60.46a(e) 

60.46a(f) 

Delete "30" and insert "10", and delete "70" and insert "10". 

Expand to include: "(3)65 ng/j(0.150 lb/million Dtu) heat input, 
based en the production-weighted average emissions of any 
30 consecutive boiler operating days." 

Insert after "under" in line 3, "60.43a(a)(1) and (a)(2) of". 

Insert at end: "Compliance with the emission limitation under 
60.43a(a) of this section is determined by calculating the 
production-weighted average emissions for any averaging period frcm 
the individual hourly values, for each hour during which production 
was maintained. 

Insert after "60.43a", "(a)(1) and (a)(2)", and insert at 2nd: 

"Compliance with all requirements under 50.43a shall be as provided 
for under 60.43a(a)(g)". 

Insert after 1 50.43a", "(a)(1) and (a)(2)". 

In the third (last) sentence, delete "first° and insert  

also, delete "60" and insert "2.30"; and delete °initial seartup of 
. the facility." and insert: "the first date which the facility 
supplies electrical power to the electrical grid system on a 
commercial basis. On each of the 30 successive boiler operating 
days of the above performance tests, the facility shall demonstrate 
coepliaece with the limitations under 50.43a(a)(3)." 

IP10_003681 
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60.46a(g) 

60.46a 

60.47a(e) 

60.47a(f) 

60.47a(g) 

Insert after "Compliance", "with the requirements of 60.43a(a)(1) 
and (a)(2)"; also delete, 'arithmetic" and insert, 
"production-weighted," and insert at end: "Compliance with the 
limitations of 60.43a(a)(3) is based on the production-weighted 
average of all individual hourly values for a given calendar day, 
during which production was maintained." 

Expand to include: "(i): The method of calculating the emission 
Values for the requirements under 60.43a, and 60.44a and other 
applicable, provisions of this permit shall be the F-factor method, 
as related to production level (megawatts). The heat rate curve 
will be verified and may be revised by EPA in reviewing plant 
production and fuel records durinn ite first 24 months of normal 
operation eccording to ceal qualiiy and production. Calculations 
are made using the individual values, properly weighting these 
values, relative to the production level at the time when the value 
was recorded." 

After "fb), (c)", insert "(j)," 

Expand at end to include: "In addition, the avai:atility require-
ments under t,0.13(e)(4)-(6) will also be 

In the first sentence. line 5, delete "will" and insert, "may, for 
the purposes of meeting the availability requirements under 
60.13(e)(4)-(6),". Also expand at endito include: ", or more data 
as necessary to meet the conditions of this permit." 

Expand at end to include: "If this amount of data (55%) is not 
collected for each 30 successive toiler-operatino days, using 
either the provisions of this paragraph or other eethods acceptable 
to the Administrator, then the owner 1:17-  operator shall not be 
considered in canOlance with this section. The provisions of 
60.13(e)(4) do not apply to these data requirements under 
60.47a(f)." 

Expand at end to include: "The 1-hour averages used to calculate 
emiseion rates under 60.43a(a)(3) as specified in 60.46a(g) are 
expressed in pounds per million 8tu heat input, which are then 
arithmetically averaged for each production hour for a specific 
day." 

60.47a(h) Delete "will" and insert "may". 

60.47a(1) 

(2 ) 

60.47a(i) 
( 4 ) 

Insert after "nitrogen oxides": "or EPA Protocol ember One". 

Delete "(b)" and insert ";1)". 

I P10_003682 
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60.47a(i) 
(9) 

Delete the r2mainder of the sentence following: " . 	. the outlet 

cf the sulfur dioxide-control device is" and insert after: "device 
is," the following: ""SO npm, Jr as otherwise specified by the 

Administrator." 

e0.A7a 	Expand at end to include: 

(j): The owner or operator of n affected facility shall .install, 
calibrytte, maintain, and operat continuous monitoring systems, and 
.-ecord the cutout •f the system , or determinino: 1) The total 
mount of electrical power (Y;WH) Produced each 'lleur of each day; 
2) the approximate mount (not necessarily a measurement value) of 

moisture in the stack, if moist re is added to the system after the 

2conomil-gr; 	the total volume ric flow rata of eas to the 
atmospher42. This ziay he related to •he rlesi9n (or EPA , veriTled) 

heat rate curve an• the EPA F..rector and tied to the production 

7.ionitor stove, taking into acc unt temperature, pressure, and 

excess air. 

i0.48a(a) Delete: 

:30.4Sa(c 

	

	inSert in the first sentence aTter "60.47e, ti-43 followino: "and 

TALI)" ,  and Tftzr d . . . 2 successive oiler -;peratina days", 

the fellewiro: "or if the r.na iramit,nts 	'50. )- (6) are not 
/ 

solelv y the ail system," 

Prformanoa Speci .! -Ication 2 - SO? 4nd 10- Stacl: ;,.onito 

3.1 	Delete: °concentration", and insert 4.n place: "emission 11 units 

of the standard." 

4 nsert: "(3200F" ; 	• 

t' 1 1 
	

Insert •fter " ..mits," 11 on.. emis Ions in ;Inits of t'le standard." 

3.3 	Delete: "concentration" from lines A and 3, :!nd 4 !Isert "nmission" 

in both olaces. 

1 .g 	Insert after ",iall" 	i 	y Method 5 	7 '..estinq or as 

approved by the Administrator.' 

I P10_003683 
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1 .- 10 	
ronditionina Period. A minimu p-riod of time, as noted in 

. 50.12(t)(1), prior to Lhe perTormanoe tests of 50.8 ano 60.1w.c, 
eurina .4hich the entire continOcius monitoring system shall he 
operated according to paragrap 5.2.3.. of this specification." _ 	,, 

3.10 	
Tale 2-1 of paragraph E is reiised to delete accuraCY specifica- 
tion number 1 and include: 

1.a. !7.omhined Accuracy Error 
ind Precisien Error 

	

!ntilmar .   	

I 	0 • 

Tawc 2t9rom 	
intert: "This :4111 'le satisfactorily 

1 	.::u^ing the cTeratIonel test oeriod. Ind 

prior to 7.',7e rn -mtive acour4  y tests;under ilragraph 5.2." 

Expand am .no to 4.nc1ude: 	
,uring these ttats, the facility shall 

operate at a linimum of :20 ;Art:Lent maximum 7.,,ad. lccording 

*0.8(0. fl  

In lines 31-15, L'a'alete the Tenteat 	
Acrurevi is reported... 

mean .:-ference meth.od value °, •ano insert In p,ace: 
4 A,c rac7 

error Is ...eportaa as the al) oluts value *f the mean of the arit-
letio differences in e3fl1SlJfl values fin units of ine standard) 
-xpreesed as a.oeroentage o the mean reference ,fi.etc.ck.. 4a1ue. 

Precislon error is reporr.e( 	
absolute value Di= the SF. riercent. 

conficence interval of the Mean Irithmetic ;:iffer-:?nems 
in allissi;n 

values On units cf 
the st.n:iard), exoressad as : prIrcontaae of fre 

mean rlference lethod 

Figure 	"Accuroc ,.. and 1:Tc1sion rrOr:.atarlinetir;e. 
revised :lerain, according s Figures 7'.-Va) and 

Expand at ono to include: '71:e entiv'e?, 
continuous .74nitsring syst.:1 

sholl perform and meet all trecification qf lerAeraon 
	ttle „ 

requireo time limitaticns 	.M.2(a), 	and 10.13 ,41V1)." 

... 

70 pet ?,absolute value) 
ihe mean emission value of the 
reference method test data. 

.e 10 DC7  Y..Lsolute value) of 
the mean xaission valua 

Frm 

reference -:ethod 1:est Jata.' 

3.5 oct f.aach :0 and i:!0 
percent of span 

!I. cot of snan. 

2 per. Lf span. 
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74=12  2-3 C14 ^.4===c7-  and PrecIsion 

• 	

ilataminatler (SC2) 

• I 	I Ialmraan lee=4_74.4ca 
011.0.1.•11•1 ■111* 	

■11aM,  M.1=1 

	

TnWa 	Zan* 	--SX=p1A /Aver.asfai !aa. SC, gal.:atom va_Lte 
4,.."1  I  mff.gio./ 1  asrm 	wP7', 1 

I 
•••■■•••■ "•- 

• 

I 	I 	I _ : 	I 
I 	• 

I 	1 
1 	I •  

	1 	- 	• I 	 - 
I 	I  

ftimi.ememeat 6ar.1104 va.lanq 
 Ii 	 

MILLM ST=mq Iaims 
TATW 

	

aarba .11..L.Arxwmcs 	== 	—==w====•=1 

	

3ra 	

SN A 
• - • - .^ • • • • 

   

Adourad7 tairor4 Absoluta value of tfta arithmetic difIveranceslx 
------- (absolute value) 	Mean referenda meth= value' 

• •• 	• •••• 	• —•••••••• • I I 

  

Fradision Error.: * Aso1ut2 valda of the 95' C.!. af the arithr4atic alf -Fsrenc&x.-1a) 
reertn= me a val9e4.P 	- 

" 

1. in units of the stlimdard  
Z. Exolain and rel..ort metno4 used to O2tarmina intagr2=d avArtcas oe tys..zm 

values e.uring czrfasoondin7 al-lemma 	=mu= prindS1 r7.1;"1":7iv-VIY. 
of SO2 or 80x  referenda me-ohod tasting. 
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AA1====r and Precision .1.rrors Oetarnination 014) 

• 

'We-rem= Mertmel 

j.ir 	 
7 	

z7.=.(4)±orer aga 1 Aar=aga 
trre 	 -11j 	 

	

Fri 	 
- 1 2.-1 	I 	I 	. 	i 	1 	_ 	 

- r37": 	1 	1 	__ 	1  . 	.:4-.- 	- i 	_ i 	1 	1 	. 	! . 	-1---i-1-7-i _. ___ 	 
- 	. 

I 	i 

irra4 nazu 
34.1 •=gt 

Srztees I Z4 "-j1  

s =o2/106 LOG-L.4 

I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•-• 

as NO., 
Mk= 121.11TeCmtel 	TZC  

Aomoracy Error,: glsolutevaTue of Itm'ar41ftetic differenceslx 100 

	

Cabso1ute value] 	Maln reterande meta= va uet 

• ' • 

' Precision Errimr,S AbsoTota  veTue of the 53!c.r. otarithletit dilgartneaslx TOO—• 

	

vaTuej 	meee re:fez-7= meonco valuei 

1.La anitn of the standard 
2.auTain and report method used to deprmine intevazad avenges of systac 

values during corresponding 20-minute cr 2-f alnoza ;erieds, respace72 .07, 
of SO2 or X0.4  rears= method "as Jting. 

••• 11.• ••• 
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TABLE t 

QUARTERUnc_gg_g11112HLEAZOLIZEI 
POT Valiall - LreabteaTAGeTlerators . =Opart  

Format for Sources in Region VIII* 
Minimum Requirements Under Section 60.7 (See Tab A) 

Part 1. This report includes all the required information 
under section 60.7 for: 

a. Quarterly emission reporting period ending: (circle one) 

Mar. 31 	June 30 	Sept. 30 	Dec. SI 

Reporting year: 

. c. Reporting date: 

d.•Person b,pipleting report: 

C. Station name: 

f.. Plant location: 

g. Person responsible for review and 
integrity of report: 

h. Nailing addrep for person in 1-g above: 

1. Phone number for 	g o  above: 

Part 2. Instrument :nformation: Complete for each instru=ent: 

a. Monitor type . (circle one): 

Opacity SO2 NO 	0 2 CO2 

Manufacturer: 

c. Model no.: 

4. Strial no,: 

e. installation aate: 

Part 5. Excess emissions (by pollutant) 

Use Table II: Oo not complete for diluent monitors attach 
separate narra:ive per instructions. Use format of 7ab1e II 
for computer-produced retorts. Also, Include other information 
as reouired under E0.7. 

	 ...■traotrootro.r.rer...rma..m.1•■■.1.■drow.melp.••■•■•■■•■0~ 

+.■•■■•■■■■,. 
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Table I (Continued). 

Part 4. Conversion factors (as applicable fors tlecific systems) 

a. Diluent measured (02 or CO2) 	■IrMIMINIIM•miaramommilm.1•1111......•■• 

b. F-Factor value used. 

i. Published or developed 

F, Fc„ or Pw 	.....■161...•••••••••••••••■■1■■ 

c._ Basis for gas measurement data (wet or dry) 

d. Zero and Cal values used, by instrument: 

OpacityM S02(ppm) NOx(ppm) Diluent (% or ppm - 
circle one) 

Zero 

Ca1 

Part 	Continuous Monitoring System- Operatibn failures 

See Table III: Complete one sheet for each monitor 
including diluent: attach separate narrative per 
instructions.% 

ParT. 6. Certification of report integrity, by person in 1-g 
above: 

THIS..IS 	CERZIFY. THAT TO V.F. EZEZ_OF MY.KNOWLET;GE 
THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THE ABOVE REPORT'IS 
COMPLETE AND ACCURATE. 

NAKE 	 •■••■•• ••••••■■•••• 

SIGNATURE  	
■•••■•••••••••■■■■•• 

TITLE 
■••••■•• ■•■•••.••••■••••••■•••••• 

DAZE 

- 

*Suggested. Format for Subpart 0 and Oa sourcek in: Colorado, '-lontana, North Oakata, 
South Dakota, Utan, '.1yomIng 

IP10_003688 



 

	 Limit 

Number of 
24 -Hour. Perio*, 

During Weekw 

 

Percent of 
Emission Limit Reason Codes  

Week e 
\ 

Excess'Emission 
-Range Category 

07/07/99 WED 13:32 FAX 1435 664 6670 
. 1-6 04 I 

III-15 	S 	 Ray. B/80 

TABLE II - Excess Emissions 51.=arl bv . Week0 0 

Day° 	Limit 

Number of 
6-Minute Peri 

1/1-4125_21EL-- Reason Codes 0 Percent of 
Emission Limit 

CPACM: 'efic.e.ke 

Exce53 Emission 
Ranse Category  

100-12S 
126-150 
151..178 
176-225 

225 

     

	4■MIIM 

     

       

       

   

	 ■11.••■ 

   

S02: 	Weeke 	 Limit 	 ■././MM. 

Excess Emission 	Percent of 
13E11 CjAtrav 	Emission Limit 

Number of 
24 -Hour PerimaA 

DuringWeek w Reason codes  0  

Ze-
A 

80-100 
101;.108 

.1,.■,■•••■•• 
• ••■1, 

■1■11•■■• • 109-f20 
121-135 

DS 136-153 
> 155 

■MMI. 

80-100 
A 101-108' 

109-120 •■■• 

121-135 
•iloo 

136-155 IMMO. 

E 155 ■11.111=1111M 	 4.•■■•=111 

(1) Format to be used in automatic data-handling systems;. 

0 „Isied j 40 CFR"60, Oa: 
0 Lis; Lz . descending order the four =St frequent codes, by number, l'ollowed 

in carentheses by the number of occurrences of the reason. 
(D To 6 reported by systems with negative bias in acouracy (not 

absolute value), as aocumpnted under 5(3.15; see 

0 To be reported within twenty.o'ne (21) ca1endar days under 60.7(e) 
(E) Begin 5=day morning at midnight; list date of t%e-5=fays;arz,17.g :he w.. 

0 List the day of the week; e.g., Tuesday. 
Additioal information required under 6.0.7,80.13, and 60.49a shall be 
supplied in a format acoaotable to the Administrator, 

IP10_003689 
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TABU III 

Continuous  Monitoring SzEse,  Operation Failures 	• •••• 

Da.te 
Time* 	 Effect on 

From - To 	Instrument 	Instrument  Output 

* Attach narrative ce causes, etc: 

IP10_003690 
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TAB A 

Instructions for Completing the Quarterly 
Excess Emissions Report (EER) for Possil 

fuel,Pired Steam Generators 

1. Complete a separate report for each instrument installed 
under  Part 60, Subpart DalTable I) 

2. Complete Part 1, as shown--be sure to check the reporting 
period. Indicate address and phone number of person(s) 
responsible far report validity. 

3. Submit information in Part 2, Subparts (a)-(e) for each 
instrument. 

automatically. 

5. Complete Part 4 for each monitor except diluent. State the 
value and type of F-factor used, e.g., F-9820 dscf/10 °  BTU. 
State whether you used the published value or developed 
your own value from ultimate fuel analyses. State the pro-
cedure you used for developing this F-factor; you may obtain 
a guideline for this by contacting John Floyd, EPA, Region 
VIII, Denver, (303) 837-4261. Indicate the basis for the 
data--dry or wet (actual stack) conditions--for both tha 
pollutant and diluent monitors. List the values used 
during the quarter for your zero and calibration point 
checks on each instrument. 

6. Use Table III as a guide in Fart 5 to list the times, dura-
tions, and effect on data, of all system upsets or mal-
functions. Use a separate sheet to explain in a narrative 
form the detailed nature and extent ei problems, repairs, 
and/or adjustments connected with these system failures, 
as well as the action taken to return the system to proper 
operation: include calibration adjustments if made during 
the quarter. Make additional copies of . Table III, as needed. 

7. Have the person in charge of the overall system and :snorting 
certify the validity of the report by signing in Part 6. 

8. The computer-prodneed equivalent to 'Dables I: and 	will 
be acceptable. All reports and notifications snall be forwarteC as 
follows: :Iirector, Enforcement Divisian, 1.:SEPA (SE), 1367) Linco7 St., 
Denver, Colorado 80295 	Attn: Roxann Varzaas, ?hone, ::C3-Z57-235l. 

a 

IP10003691 

4. Use Table II 	
. 

as a guideline in Part 3 to report all 
excess emissions as defined in applicable subpart. 	Renort all 
excess  emissions.  Sequential numbering of each excess 
'Erni= is ier5mmended. On a separate sheet of paper, 
indicate in narrative form for each excess emission (by 
excess emission number): (1) nature and cause, (2) time 
and duration, and (3) the action taken to remedy the condi-
tion of excess emissions. If no excess emissions occur 
during the quaTter, you must so state. 

. 	Use Reason Codes if done • 	. 
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UF 	ATE5 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT  

INTERMOUNTAIN _POWER PROJECT (IPP) 
PERMIT STATUS REPORT 
• May 21, 1280 

12-13-79 Permit was proposed. 

1-25-80 Company requested us not to issue permit. 

4-03-80 Company requested us to reopen public comment period so that it 
could submit additional information relative to the NO N  emission 
limit of 0.5 lbs/MM Btu. 

Comments during public comment period were relative to NO N  and to 
the particulate impact analysis of the non-stack emissions. 

3ACT 

NO;c  Emission Rate 

Permit proposal suggested an emission rate of either 0.5 or 0.5 lbs/MM 
Btu. Company comments'were considered by Region VIII and OAQPS. The sug-
gested permit emission rate is 0.E lbs/MM 3tu. 

Particulate Impact AnalYsis  

The Utah State Agency cemented that the impact analysis did not consider 
the non-stack particulate emissions from the power plant and further that 
their analysis showed that NAAOS and the Class II PSD increments would be 
exceeded. 

In processing the permit, 	had not considered nor expected any signifi- 
cant impact from the coal and ash handling operations. The emission estimates 
made by PEOCo were made with limited information. The Company supplied addi-
tional information such that better estimates could be made. 

Scaling the Utah modeling results to the new estimated emission rates 
resulted in a .  finding the NAAOS will be met and that the Class II increments 
will be met everywhere except very close to the Company property line. 

Because of the uncertainties in the estimation of the fugitive emission 
rates, the difficulties associated with making modeling estimates to the 
nearest 0.1 km, and the smallness of the potential impacted area; it is recom-
mended that the estimated threat to significant deterioration is not 
sufficient to deny the permit. Additional controls or lower emission estir 
mates are not probable at this time. 

Final Permit  

Preparation of paper work and obtainina concurrences will take approxi- 
mately 5 days. Therefore, permit can be issued on May 30, 1:)80. ne Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has aranted a stay of their man- 

symeoL  

$1.1RNAMff )1 k••■•■■..% 

DATE 	)' 

\ 

I/LW c el: 
	+ , 	 

grA 12 6,m 1320.1 (12.70) 
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